Abstract
Introduction
Employee engagement, whether at the organisational or the individual level, has recently received heightened attention in the literature. This intensified attention stems from the role employee engagement plays in sustaining competitive advantage, which could lead to improved business results and successful organisational performance (Attridge, 2009; Barnes & Collier, 2013; Fearon, McLaughlin & Morris, 2013; Gruman & Saks, 2011; Jeung, 2011; Klassen, Aldhafri, Mansfield, Purwanto, Siu, Wong & Woods-McConney, 2012; Lewis, 2011; Lockwood, 2007; Mills, Culbertson & Fullagar, 2012; Sustainable employee engagement, 2013; Van Rooy, Whitman, Hart & Caleo, 2011) . Engagement, which is a complex concept (Lockwood, 2007) , has been described as "slippery" (Schaufeli & Salanova, 2011) and different reasons are advanced for the elusiveness of the concept. On the one hand, it is argued that employee engagement and work engagement -which are two different concepts (Kahn, 1990; Saks, 2006) -are treated as the same by most researchers and practitioners (Schaufeli & Salanova, 2011) . According to Schaufeli and Salanova (2011) , employee engagement is a broader concept than work engagement, which may include the employee's professional or occupational role and his or her relationship with the organisation, while work engagement refers to the (individual) employee's work. On the other hand, it is argued that the construct itself and its measurement are not well developed (Christian, Garza & Slaughter, 2011; Frese, 2008; Hirschfeld & Thomas, 2008; Jeung, 2011; Macey & Schneider, 2008; Masson, Royal, Agnew & Fine, 2008; Robertson & Cooper, 2010; Schaufeli & Salanova, 2011; Seppälä et al., 2009; Simpson, 2009; Van Rooy et al., 2011; Viljevac, Cooper-Thomas & Saks, 2012) . This is evidenced in the different definitions proposed in the literature (Christian et al., 2011; Endres & Mancheno-Smoak, 2008; Gruman & Saks, 2011; Juniper, 2012; Kahn, 1990; Lewis, 2011; Saks, 2006) as well as the interchangeable use of psychological states, traits and behaviours and their antecedents and outcomes (Macey & Schneider, 2008) which result in different measures of the construct, and divergent outcomes of studies aiming at validating employee engagement instruments (Klassen et al., 2012; Viljevac et al., 2012) . In addition, different theories such as the exchange theory (Saks, 2006) and motivation theories (Christian et al., 2011;  consequences of engagement or an unsatisfactory situation, which a person with certain traits might want to improve (Frese, 2008; Masson et al., 2008; Parker & Griffin, 2011) . Authors also seem unanimous that tenets of engagement (partially) overlap with other constructs which are employee focused (Employee Outlook, 2012; Endres & ManchenoSmoak, 2008; Frese, 2008; Juniper, 2012; Kahn, 1990; Masson et al., 2008; Newman & Harrison, 2008; Parker & Griffin, 2011; Robertson & Cooper, 2010) , thus threatening discriminant validity (Saks, 2008; Harter & Schmidt, 2008; Newman & Harrison, 2008) . However, the study conducted by Christian et al. (2011) indicated discriminant validity in the case of the Macey and Schneider (2008) framework. Frese (2008) does not differentiate between engagement, personal initiative, proactivity, taking charge and voice, because these are very similar concepts. However, he is of the opinion that it is necessary to develop active performance concepts (proactive personality and personal initiative behaviour), of which engagement is one, and the function of positive affectivity (for engagement) given the changing nature of the world of work. Masson et al. (2008) point out that the engagement concepts used by consultants encompass, in some combination, affective commitment (pride in the organisation; willingness to recommend the organisation as an employer), continuance commitment (intention to remain with the organisation) and discretionary effort (feeling inspired by the organisation; being willing to go above and beyond formal role requirements), linking engagement to the organisational level; whereas the academic literature generally refers to engagement at the work level (though Saks 2006 covers both).
Despite these differences a number of instruments measuring engagement are available (Attridge, 2009; Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter & Taris, 2008; Barnes & Collier, 2013; Christian et al., 2011; Jeung, 2011; Masson et al., 2008; Simpson, 2009; Van Rooy et al., 2011) , whether provided by academics (May et al., 2004; Schaufeli et al., 2002) Saks 2006 and Harter et al., 2002) are used by practitioners and focus on the organisational level. According to Attridge (2009) , most of these instruments measure engagement at the individual level. Nevertheless, Van Rooy et al. (2011) point out that these measures fall short of identifying actionable insights and solutions. This point is implicitly supported by Masson et al. (2008) . Hence, they suggest that engagement measurement instruments should account for a variety of factors, phrased in a meaningful way that can be understood and acted upon (Van Rooy et al., 2011) . This is congruent with the view of Aguinis and Edwards (2014) that research should be rigorous (valid) as well as relevant for practice of management. Moreover, instruments should be reliable and valid (Masson et al., 2008) to be useful. Rothmann and Rothmann (2010) point out that the reliability of the UWES was less than optimal in their research and more research is needed to develop an instrument that is reliable but also measures the physical, emotional and cognitive components of engagement. Viljavec et al. (2012) used the UWES and the May et al. (2004) scales -the two most often used engagement scales measuring engagement on the individual (work) level in the academic literature -and found that although the UWES demonstrated higher validity than the May et al. (2004) measure, neither measure should be considered an adequate measure of work engagement, which is consistent with information provided in previous paragraphs. This finding is not surprising, given that Aguines and Edwards (2014) point out that studies using multiple indicators typically fail to report reliability estimates. These points further underscore that the construct of engagement is not properly conceptualised, hence it cannot be appropriately operationalised. Authors in the field have therefore called for further research.
Research Design

Research approach
The researchers in the current study relied on an in-depth literature study, aiming at understanding the phenomenon of employee engagement. This research was descriptive and conceptual in nature. A realist interpretive style was used because the researchers believe that employee engagement is real and exists separate from people's thoughts about it. Furthermore, employee engagement is accessible to those who investigate the phenomenon. However, knowledge about employee engagement is not necessarily an accurate reflection of reality as it is possible for people to know more or less objectively (Fisher, 2010) . This study thus focused on "Step 1: Item generation" of the scale development process as portrayed by Hinkin (1998) in Figure 1 , which is in line with the guidance provided by Edwards (2001; and Edwards and Bagozzi (2000) . (Hinkin,1998) 
Research method
The research strategy comprised an in-depth literature review, which is described as a synthesis review (Kirkevold, 1997; Richards & Morse, 2013) . During this type of review, isolated information is integrated into a more comprehensive and internally consistent whole. It thus facilitates the integration of separate studies with different focuses and uses a variety of methodologies to provide a comprehensive account of the phenomenon being reviewed. This type of review is a powerful knowledge-development tool as it enables knowledge to be accumulated that goes beyond merely evaluating the strength and weaknesses of existing knowledge to create a whole new and more informative understanding of the phenomenon studied (Kirkevold, 1997; Richards & Morse, 2013) .
Targeted body of literature
Initially, literature pertaining to employee engagement (at both the organisational and the individual levels) was targeted. Because the research was conceptual in nature, the first interest was in conceptual articles relating to employee engagement. Thereafter, literature pertaining to the measurement of constructs encapsulated by employee engagement was targeted.
Data gathering
The researchers set the study within business research, with an emphasis on organisational psychology. Hence, business and organisational psychology databases were searched for articles (in English) pertaining to employee engagement at both the individual and organisational levels, whether conceptual or empirical. The databases searched were Proquest, EbscoHost, Emerald and SABINET, the leading databases in the field of business (including organisational psychology). In addition, sources from the Chartered Institute of Personnel Development (CIPD) were consulted. The search yielded a total of 921 possible articles, of which 53 met the inclusion criteria for the construct "engagement" at the individual, unit and/or organisational levels and/or its measurement and/or validation of engagement measuring instruments. A further 170 textbooks and 76 dissertations/theses were yielded. Macey and Schneider (2008:6) maintain that leadership has a direct effect on trust and an indirect effect, through trust, on behavioural engagement. An illustration of the (adapted) engagement framework proposed by Macy and Schneider (2008) is shown in Figure 2 below.
(Adapted from Macey and Schneider, 2008:6) Figure 2: Engagement framework Figure 2 warrants a few observations. The framework consists of seven components representing the individual, team/department and organisational levels. The individual level involves the components (psychological) trait, state and behavioural engagement; the team/departmental level comprises the components work, leadership and trust; and the organisational level has the components organisational vision, mission, goals, purpose, strategy and competitive advantage to achieve organisational goals. It should be noted that each component of the framework of engagement consists of a number of constructs which share similar item content with measures of other constructs. Nevertheless, Figure 2 is useful from a theoretical perspective, which has practical utility, as it illustrates the antecedents (trait engagement, work characteristics, leadership, trust and organisational vision, mission, goals, strategy and competitive advantage) as well as consequences (behavioural engagement) of engagement that influence organisational performance. Antecedents influence engagement, which in turn have an impact on consequences and thus organisational performance.
The phrasing of the measurement items (see Aguinis & Edwards, 2014; Klassen et al., 2012; Mason et al., 2008; van Rooy et al., 2011) , suggested by available measurement items, may pose a challenge to typically South African respondents due to differences in language and idiomatic expressions. Moreover, measurement instruments developed among populations of workers in Westernised countries are difficult to apply to populations in low-income countries as they fail to take into account certain dimensions of the construct that may be specific to a country, continent or culture -(such as the value of work, social organisation and religion), thereby compromising their validity (Faye, Fournier, Diop, Philibert, Morestin & Dumont, 2013; Klassen et al., 2012) . The available instruments measuring some or other dimension of engagement all consist of numerous items, illuminated in Table 1 , which will thus be impractical to use in the South African context. Hence, the researchers reverted to designing, and will subsequently validate, the measuring instrumentwhich, if not carefully constructed, may also be cumbersome and produce the same type of outcome as previously constructed instruments. Nevertheless, this designed measuring instrument would provide for dimensions of engagement and engagement facets. These facets are considered to be interwoven with the construct "engagement". Because these facets are not empirically distinct, they cannot be separated. Consequently, there is no possibility "of differential impacts on engagement" that can be studied (Saunders & Thornhill, 2004) . Macey and Schneider (2008) clarified each of the elements of their proposed engagement framework. In so doing, they arrived at several propositions relating to the relationship between engagement and the elements constituting the framework, which relate to both the individual (job/work) and the organisation, indicating that the individual (job/work) and organisation exist in relation to each other. This idea is also consistent with our conception of competitive advantage as set out in the previous section. These propositions are portrayed in Table 2.
Organisational level
The researchers in this study added the organisational level because the organisational level of measurement includes aspects of engagement that cannot be captured by (merely) aggregating individual/unit measures (Pugh & Dietz, 2008) .
Employees who are engaged at the organisational level know what their organisation does, can articulate its competitive advantage accurately and care passionately about its customers (Dyer, 2009 ). Thus, the vision, mission, goals, values and principles which set the direction of the organisation; the strategy to achieve the goals; and competitive advantage, the foundation of strategy, are included. These aspects are generally measured by items such as "communicate to employees what the organisation's goals are" and how to achieve them.
The exposition of engagement provided by Macey and Schneider (2008) shows that engagement should be considered at both the individual and the organisational levels, as the organisational level influences engagement at the unit and individual levels.
Results
The engagement instrument was constructed with due regard to existing instruments measuring the dimensions comprising the construct. Table 1 gives examples of research done from 1990 to 2013 focusing on engagement at both the organisational and individual levels. The summary in Table 1 highlights the different purposes of measuring engagement, the dimensions used, the method/analysis and the key findings. It is clear from this summary that the purposes of measurement vary greatly, although most studies focus on some aspect(s) of engagement, and that different constructs are applied when measuring engagement. Different dimensions are measured and the key findings differ due to the methods applied to analyse the data as well as the different contexts in which the assessments were done. In a number of instances structural equation modelling was used to confirm the theoretical models developed. An interesting observation is that in most instances, existing questionnaires or measuring instruments were combined to measure employee engagement. The path model suggests that task variety and task significance appear to be related to engagement. They found tentative evidence that leadership is related to work engagement and work engagement is related to job performance.
Mills et al., 2012
Validating UWES 17-and nine item scale To test a model with two parallel processes of work-related well-being among teachers: an energetic process and a motivational process
• Work engagement -UWES (vigour, dedication, absorption) (17) • Burnout and ill health (10) • Job demands and resources -eight dimensions (20) • Organisational commitment (2) Questionnaire; structural equation modelling Burnout mediates the effect of high job demands on ill health, work engagement mediates the effects of job resources on organisational commitment and burnout mediates the effects of a lack of resources on low work engagement. Llorens et al., 2006 To simultaneously test the job-demandsresource model in two countries by using different occupational samples
The hypothesis is partially supported: burnout partially mediates the effect of job demands on organisational commitment and work engagement partially mediates the effect of job resources on organisational commitment.
Hallberg et al., 2007
To examine the effects of type A behaviour patterns on burnout and work engagement
Questionnaire, hierarchical regression analysis Type A behaviour and work engagement share only 13% of common variance; no significant interactions between type A and workload.
Note: * may be influenced by type/kind of sample (e.g. probability vs non-probability like convenience); ( ) No of items if available Adapted from Simpson (2009) The researchers in this study started with a pool of 91 items that had to be measured, as reflected by the existing theory and after investigating other research as indicated in Table 1 . The process that was followed to select the items was as follows:
• List all possible items, as per theoretical research, per proposition.
• Categorise items according to dimensions and sub-dimensions.
• Select only items which adhere to the criteria of item construction, such as: those that reflected the purpose of the questionnaire and the constructs of interest those that were seemingly redundant -to ensure that the content, which is common to the items of each dimension, will summate across items in the item pool, a larger number than intended was used in the final questionnaire (to reduce possible poor internal consistency) that were not exceptionally lengthy those that had appropriate reading difficulty levels to ensure that participants from all language groups and education levels would understand them those that were clear and concise with no problematic wording those that had appropriate grammatical structures and word choices (DeVellis, 2003) After discussions with various experts in the field of Industrial and Organisational Psychology and the field of Human Resources, items were (where needed) rephrased or added (or overlapping items were deleted), leaving a pool of 82 items.
The instrument consisted of two sections, namely a section collecting biographical/demographic information (qualifications, experience and tenure) and a section soliciting responses, using a five-point Likert scale, on statements about engagement at the individual level (50 statements), team/departmental level (12 statements) and organisational level (10 statements). Table 2 gives an overview of the propositions, dimensions, dimension definitions, sub-dimensions, examples of typical items and the level of engagement measured. As shown in Table 2 , it appears as if some items may be used to measure more than one proposition. However, this will be clarified by factor analysis and item analysis when validating the instrument. • My job is meaningful to me.
• I feel my work provides for work-life balance.
Individual level
Proposition 6: Feelings regarding involvement
The concepts of self-esteem, self-efficiency and self-identity are measured.
Dimension: Feelings regarding involvement
• My role makes good use of my skills and abilities.
• In our organisation individual employees accept accountability for their performance. 
Organisational level
Conclusion and Implications
The main research objective of this study was to develop a measurement instrument to measure employee engagement concurrently at both the individual level and organisational level, tailored for the South African context. Most engagement measurement instruments are designed to measure engagement at either the individual level (Kahn, 1990; Rothman & Rothman, 2010; Schaufeli & Salanova, 2011) or the organisational level (Q12 of Gallup). Furthermore, there is no consensus in the literature on the dimensions comprising engagement, nor on the labels identifying these dimensions (Dalal et al., 2008; Frese, 2008; Griffin et al., 2008; Hirschfeld & Thomas, 2008; Macey & Schneider, 2008; Masson et al., 2008; Schaufeli & Salanova, 2011; Simpson, 2009; Van Rooy et al., 2011) . The engagement measurement instrument reflects the different levels of engagement as well as a variety of dimensions as indicated in the (adapted) Macey and Schneider (2008) framework. The researchers concluded that engagement is indeed a complex construct. It is recommended that this instrument be validated to ensure its reliability and factorial validity for the South African context and to determine whether it covers, in its current form, acceptable psychometric properties that can be used to measure the core components of employee engagement. It is envisaged that the proposed measuring instrument will be revised and adapted more than once before it will cover most of the core components of employee engagement.
A possible limitation is that only sources in English were consulted. It is suggested that future research be conducted to test the measuring instrument for reliability and validity in various South African environments and that the theoretical model should also be tested by means of structural equation modelling to determine the relationships between dimensions. These represent steps 2 to 6 of the scale development process of Hinkin (1998) as portrayed in Figure1. 
